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I. PURPOS E 

E,: 56 EDT S,.,s :i 63 
Wc:i~,te ~,ite 

n·1:is i s a request f or fur, d ing tc, initi21te a r£<111ov2l1 .::.u:.-tion at 
the Jim's Liquid Waste Site, Culpeper Count y , Virginia. Thi s 
s ite contains materials actively leakin g from d eteriorating buried 
d rums. An estimated 5 0 0 buried drums ar·e located at th e site and t he 
s ubs tances leakin g fr om thes e d r ums pose a sign ificant r isk of harm to 
huma n health and welfare and the environment. The requested fundin g 
i ·n the .::1 inount c,f $ ':)OE,, 772 w i 11 trn" u sed t o rt=! ffJOV f.? and di soos,:2 of t hei 
b u r i e d drums and an1 contaminated s oil. 

I I. Br.lCt-< C3ROUND 

The Jim' s Liquid Waste Site i s loc~ted aooroximatelv tnree ~1il es 
west of Culpeper, Culpeper County, Virginia. A resid e nc e is located 
o n the s, t e and aoproximat~ly 23 pe ople live within a quclrter-mile 
rad i ,.lfa, . 

Accordin g to a Virginia Dep a rtment of Hazardous Waste Ma n agement 
(VDHWM) preliminary assessment, the site was used from 1974 to 1982 
fo r the di soosal of waste solvents, septic wa stes, and r estaurant 
grease. Disoosal method s included the buri a l of drum1 containing 
wast~s , dumping of liquids and sludges into lagoons and trenches, and 
incineration of solvents. Wastes accepted at the facili t y are 
reported to include organic solvents, epoxy res ins, paints, thinners, 
phenols, coal tars, vinyl ester amine epoxy, asbestos, and chromium 
wc:1s t es . 

1 



In 1979, the Virginia Department of Health direc ted the facility to 
l i bc,: ,n t ii-,ue acc~otar-,ce of it·1dt.1stt·•ial waste. In 1 ':3 £3 1~ the oi.-ff,er o f tne fac1 l i t y 
Ja s advi s ed to remove the numerous drums oresent ooth on the surface and buri~d 
d; v a rio1.1s locati,::,ns. 

I n Dc t r:,b1:•r 1 9t)6 , VDWJYI received ci rt:?i::iort frorn at , c1,·,or,vm r:::1 u s fornH:.:' r e rnDl oveE' 

hat b uri e d dr,.1r,1s r<cn,1ained on the site. VDWM rf?q•.1est e cl a ~;; sistance f rom E PA 
!e gi o n III to conduct further assessment activities in February 1 9 87. 

I n February ai-,cl 1v1arch 1':38"/., . <9: _-.1i i ,r 1t prel irninary .,,sses srnent wa s coi-,duc t£-: cl b y 
:PA/ ERS . VDWM. and TAT. Surface drums containing g r a y ish residues , wn i ch 
:OY ,tai ned o rg"·~nic s,:;,lvent s , were sar,1pled; ia:1n invi:?ntory of all s 1.1r fac e dr 1.irns W <:.\S 

1ade; t h e Mvers' residential we ll was samoled; and a magnetometer survey wa s 
:onduc t e d over ar e as reported to contain buried drurns . The magnetometer survey 
·nd icat e d t hat buried me tal was preser-,t ir, several areas or-1 tne prooerty and tne 

1i s,t r ib •.1t ion and rn.:':\ g l'H,:!t ic "siqnc:~ture" ,::,f the buried metal was consi st ent wi t h 
h r::lt e 1'1co 1..1n t erecJ c:rvl:::!r b uried d r' urns. Th e rnagnet;omet e r survey i r,d i c c1t e cJ t na L; 

,p p r o x im a t e ly 250 to 400 drums were buried at two locations on the s ite ranoing 
n d ept h from two to five feet. 

In Ao r il 1 9 87, TAT sampled two on-site monitorin q wells. The s a mcle 
,na lysi s i n d i c ated that both monitoring wells contained organ i c semi-volati l e 
·hem i c al s , a s shown in Table I as follows on the following page. 

I n J une 1987, TAT performed a soil gas survey at the site in t h e area 
arget e d bv the magnetometer d a ta. Fie l d reconnaisance and the soil gas 
amp l in q identified drums exposed at the surface and buried at de p ths of O t o 3 
eet . The drl.llns found partial'ly b1.1ried are in ·poc,r c c:,r,dition and ,:,rga.,,.,ic v .:.'\ pc,rs 
ere o et e cted in concentrations of up to 400 p p m in the soils at the drum burial 
~eas wh ich indicates that the buried drums are leaking. Field s c ree nin g wit n 
~a qe r tu b es indica tes that the drums contain xylene and toluen8. This is 
.1oported by the . cor,taminated sl,allc,w groundwater fo1.tt1d ir·, the rnon it orinq wti.>lls 
·, t he si te. 

I. THREAT 

Ji m' s Liqu1ci Waste site meets the criteria for a removal action under t h e 
t i ona l Cont ingency Plan in that there is a potential threat to public heal t h 

welfare and/or the environme nt based upon Section 3 00.65 f a cto r s ( 1 ) and 
t) c:, f subpart (b)(2) as follows: • 

( 1) Ac tual o r potential exposure to hazardous substances bv nearby 
1ul at i o ns, animals or food chain. 

( l V) H ign levels of hazardous substances largely a t or near the surface 
t r11 a y r,1 1 ~I r ,at e • 
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,ELL # 

1c,r-1 it ,:,r i rH;i we 11 # ·1 

~nitoring well #2 
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TABU~ I 

CHEM I C(.ciL 

oxirane 2~3-dimethyl 
1,2-hexanol, 2-mryhyl 
1-octar-,ol 
hexanol1c acid, 2-ethyl 
1 5-oei~t a ; ,ed i\·, 1 3 ·-rnet h v 1 , ; ... . ... , . , ~ 

3-undecene, 7-methyl(2) 
1-decanol 
benzoic acid 
do:,decenoic acid 
ethanol, 2-butoxy phosphate 

1-hexanol, 2-ethyl 
ethanol, 2-butoxy phosohate 
total BNA 

?r residential well ND 

rn sar,101 E'J #3 xylene 
lead 
methanol 
ethanol 
2-cropanol 
1-propanol 
methyl ethyl ketone 
"butane 
methyl isobutyl ketone 
tolu8ne 
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CONCENTRATION 
LEV~L (ug/L ) 

• 

:'i4 
330 

48 
lb 
1 ~:i 
J.7 
··:,.·::.:,_,.__ 

LB 
1 '+ 
4'4-

i.B 
9 .. 1 

/, ~=· .., . ..., 

(1"1"19/kg) 

• E, 

53:) 

1. '+ 
c:. 9 
1. :s 

0:::. ..., 
1.0 
1. 7 
.2 
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Al 1 the private homes iY-1 the .:.-\re a ~;1.irro1.1r-1ding thr.-? site relv on well~;;. The 
,roundwater witt1in the Culoeoer Basin occurs in t1'110 distinct. but c ,..:,nnecteu. 
c, r-,es . The upper zone is comorised of soil and weat hered bedrock and acts ciS 

. 1,.:,w-uer1,,eability ''suc,nge'' for the lower bedr'·c,ck. z ,: ,n<:::.'. Groundwater 1n ti-ie 

,ed1··ocl-'. t.yp1cc:1lly occurs withir-1 the Joints .,_,nd fracture~;; credtt::.·d tly Wt:c:1tht2rJ. nq 
,nd structural defbrmation. The mobility of con~aminants ir, a fracured rock 
iquif~r sybtem can be very high. A concentrated source of contaminants w ithin 
he uoper auuifer could potentially ruin both aquifers. This could uotentially 

, f'ft:::~ct apclr i:,x irnc:.,t el y 2~ 1 77 pers.op~ l"'~i',:, 1 i ve w ith i r·, a t hree--m i 1 e radius of the 
i te. 

In addition to the groundwater threat, ~1igh levels o f hazardous materials 
re located very near the ground surface. The buried drun,s are located in a hciy 
i.e ld .-,,1r1cl far111 eq1 .. 11p1r1e:~nt is beir-,g l.l!$ed ir·, the arec::1. Thf.? stress c,-f f,::1r111 
1c.·hu1er"' Y being dt · iven ,::,ver these drurns cc,1.1ld resi.tlt 1r-1 a very v olatile 

t1..1 c:d:; 10(·1, or at least rupture the drums and release the cor,tents int;,:::, the 
vironrnent. 

Th£-? oresence c,f drLtrns cc,ntc:1ining waste solvents at ,:::,r r,ear tc, the s tir-fc:~ci;;~ 

, reprt:-!!=>t:-ir,t ,:\ sigr,i ficant ·fire and explosion threat. 

On June 19, 1'387~ the Virginia State Departrnent of Health inf,:,rm<:::.'d Mr · . 
rs that c:1 sigY,ificar·d:; threat was present at the site. The State advised Mr. 
·'s n c,t to Ltse his well water fc,r cor,surnptic,n and that he shc11.lld sl:.?ek c::in 
?rnative drinking water supply. 

PROPOSED ACT I ONS AND COSTS 

The prooosed pro .Ject includes the excaval;ior·, i:H1d stagir·1r_~ of an estiwcd;i,~d 
Jrums along w ith the associated contarninated soils. The staged mc::1terials 
be sc1 n-1oled to characterize the waste typ1;;.•s present. i-=ldditionaJ. s•.irveys 
be n1ade of the remainder of the Myers property to ensure that no bLlri8d 
r~1t'1a1n on the s.i.te. Disoc,s,~l ooti,:,ns will be eval•.lc:.,tE.>d t,--·, idf2nt1fy tne 

~ost-effective, environmentally sound, disposal method. 

·st irnated Co_sts 

RCS 
::lA 
n 
1D ITIONAL COSTS (transportation, disposal, analytical) 

BTOT1'.ciL 

'EPA HQ <Contingency) 

AL ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS 
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" 
$23b, 0;:::8 

2':3~ 7~50 
76.850 

445~000 

$787,628 

118, 1'-1-4 

$905~772 
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' · REGIONAL RECOMMENDATION 

Because cc,r-,diti c,ns at Jim's Liquid WastE~ s.ite rneet the c,~iterlc.< fcrr a 
·ernoval action under Section 300.65 of tne National Contingency P lan, I 
ecornriH?i'H.1 yc11.1r • .:11::iprovc::11 of this reir,,: ,val funding r8ques;t. T he E.'s t.i. rnd\;ed cost: s o f 
his proJect are ,905,772 , of which $871,5~9 are for extramural contractor 

·c,st s. 

1PPROVAL DATE 

ilf>AP PROVAL DATE 

• 
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